CH. xvi               FUNDAMENTAL THEOREMS                   183

98-102), where lie argues that a witness is less to be believed
when he asserts an extraordinary fact, declaring the opposite
view (taken by Diderot in the article on " Certitude " in the
Encyclopedic) to be inconceivable before " le simple bon sens."

The manner in which the resultant probability is affected
depends upon the precise meaning we attach to " degree of re-
liability " or " coefficient of credibility." If a witness's credi-
bility is represented by x, do we mean that, if a is the true answer,
the probability of his giving it is x, or do we mean that if he
answers a the probability of a's being true is x ? These two things
are not equivalent.

Let Oj stand for " a is asserted by the witness " ; k^ for our
evidence bearing on the witness's veracity ; and Ji2 for other
evidence bearing on the truth of a. Let a/hji2, i.e. the d priori
probability of a apart from our knowledge of the fact that the
witness has asserted it, be represented by p.                   "

Let a/alhl^xl and aJah^^x^   so that x, = -     . #,.    In

OO/AI

general a/A^o,/^.   Do we mean by the witness's credibility
xl or x2 ?

We require afaji^.

Let Oilahi=r, i.e. the probability, apart from our special
knowledge concerning a, that, if a is false, the witness will hit on
that particular falsehood.

for Oi/ahJi^aJaJi! and V^A=aiMi> since>
knowledge concerning a, h% is irrelevant to the probability of a^.
19. Generally speaking, all problems, in regard to the com-
bination of testimonies or to the combination of evidence derived
from testimony with evidence derived from other sources, may
be treated as special instances of the general problem of the
combination of arguments. Beyond pointing out the above
plausible fallacies, there is little to add. Mr. W. E. Johnson,
however, has proposed a method of defining credibility, which
is sometimes valuable, because it regards the witness's credibility
not absolutely, but with reference to a given type of question,